20 FEB 1900 22:04 

Kaptelinin 



Amendment F 



SID 12/19 

Page 12 of 19 



REMARKS 
General 

By the above amendment, applicant has amended the specification and 
rewritten the claims to define the invention more particularly and distinctively so as to 
overcome the rejections and define the invention patentably over the prior art. 

Specification 

The specification was objected in the Office Action of July 5, 2006, because of 
the following informalities: (a) the disclosure contained embedded hyperlinks and (b) 
the intention of the REFERENCES section was not clear Applicant deleted the 
hyperlinks and the whole REFERENCES section. 

In addition, applicant has amended the specification and the abstract by 
describing additional related art, more dearly describing the difference between the 
present Invention and prior art, deleting redundant fragments of text, and editing the 
language. 

Response to arguments 

The Office Action of July 5, 2006, indicates that applicant's argument that July 
13, 2000 is the effective date of the invention, is not supported with evidence (p. 5 of 
the OA), 

On July 13, 2000 applicant filed a USPTO Disclosure Document Program 
disclosure #476843, entitled "Transient visual clues for scrolling." The filing was 
diligently followed by building and testing of the invention. 

Claim rejection under § 102 

The Office Action rejected claims 1, 3-7, 11, 14-20, 24-28 as being anticipated by US 
patent 6, 308, 930 (Simonson). The claims have been rewritten or canceled to define 
patentability over this reference. Applicant requests reconsideration of this rejection, 
as now applicable to revised claims, for the following reason: 

Claims 1 and 1 9 have been canceled and former dependent claims 3 and 20 
were revised to become new, more narrow, independent claims. The subject matter 
of revised claims 3 and 20 has not been anticipated by Simonson or any other prior 
art cited by the Examiner or otherwise known to applicant. 
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Simonson does not show the novel feature of claims 3 and 20, 
which feature produces new and significant results 

When rejecting claims 3, 20, and 27 the Office Action of 7/05/06 states: 
"As for claims 3, 20 9 27: The visual dues wili not be displayed in non- 
adjacent scrolling, i.e., the first portion of the window information has not 
been displayed in the window before scrolling for more than a predetermined 
amount of time. " (9:3-1 3, 1 1 :23-30). 
Applicant would like to thank the Examiner for finding and citing a very 
relevant prior art. But applicant respectfully disagrees that Simonson in any way 
anticipates claims 3 and 20 of the present invention. It is true that both the present 
invention (in particular, claims 3 and 20) and Simonson consider the case of a quick 
succession of adjacent scrolling events. However, they do it in very different ways. 

Simonson: Time delay AFTER scrolling (before adding a visual indicator) to 
avoid distraction caused by visual Indicators DURING a quick succession of 
scrolling events 

Simonson (1 1 : 23-30) notes that in case of a quick succession of scrolling events the 
"flashing" of distinguishing clues can distract the user. Simonson suggests a possible 
solution: 

For example, persistent background tinting of the previously displayed 
content may be distracting when the user is scrolling quickly through the 
content In such as case, the application can include a delay before adding 
the visual indicator — that is, the display state must remain unchanged for a 
certain length of time before any content differentiating indications would be 
displayed. (Simonson 1 1 :32-30) 

TVC (the present invention): Time limit BEFORE scrolling for considering 
Information "old" to avoid confusion caused by visual indicators provided 
AFTER a quick succession of scrolling events 
The revised independent claim 3 of the present invention is as follows: 
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Claim 3. A method of displaying information in a window on a computer system 
including a display, said window displaying only part of its related information, the 
method comprising: 

providing a window for displaying information; further comprising the step of 
providing means for scrolling the window; and 

displaying in the window a first portion of its related information; and 

scrolling the window to a second portion of its related information, further 

comprising the step of 

causing visual clues, visually distinguishing information that overlaps 
from said first portion and new information that does not overlap from 
said first portion, to be displayed in the window; and 

disabling the distinguishing visual clues after a first predetermined amount of 
time; 

wherein the distinguishing visual clues are displayed in the window after the 
scrolling if and only if the first portion of window's related information is 
displayed in the window before the scrolling for more then a second 
predetermined amount of time. 

Therefore, claim 3 teaches displaying distinguishing visual clues after scrolling 
if and only if the portion of the document displayed before scrolling has been 
displayed for at least a second predetermined amount of time- 
Both Simonson and the present invention (TVC) teach disabling visual clues if 
displaying a portion of content does not exceed a predetermined time. But the 
meaning of the predetermined time according to TVC (PT-TVC) and according to 
Simonson (PT-Sim) are very different. PT-TVC refers to display time before scrolling 
while PT-Sim refers to display time after scrolling. 
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They also serve different purposes. The purpose of introducing PT-TVC is to 
avoid an unjustified use of differentiating clues when the whole content of an after- 
scroll view is new to the user, even though there is an overlap from the previous 
view. PT-Sim does not provide any help in dealing with this problem. On the other 
hand, PT-Sim helps avoid user distraction during quick scrolling. PT-TV to some 
extend can help avoid distraction (as a side-effect) but not as efficiently as PT-Sim. 

The difference between PT-TVC and PT-Sim can be illustrated with the 
following example. Let's assume that both PT-TVC and PT-Sim are set to 1 second- 
Imagine that the user views a portion of content (PO) for a longer period of time, such 
as 60 seconds, and then carries out a sequence of four quick scrolling actions, within 
0.5 seconds one after another, to adjacent portions P1, then P2, then P3, and then 
P4. The last portion, P4, is displayed for 60 seconds. The table below describes the 
sequence of events according to the present invention (TVC) and Simonson, step-by- 
step. 



Step 



0. PO is displayed for 60 
seconds 



1 . The user scrolls to P1 



2. The user scrolls to P2 



TVC 



Visual clues displayed 



NO clues 



Simonson 



NO clues 



NO clues 



3. The user scrolls to P2 



NO clues 



NO clues 



4. The user scrolls to P4 



NO clues 



NO clues 



5. P4 is displayed for 1 
second 



NO clues 



Visual clues displayed 



Therefore, the present invention and Simonson address different problems 
and propose different solutions. The novel feature of claim 3 is unobvious and 
patentable over Simonson. Other references listed in the Office Action of 7/5/06, 
including US-2003/0 137522 to Kaasila et al, US patent 6, 750, 886 to Bergstedt, US 
patent 6, 204, 846 to Little et al., and US patent 6, 590, 596 to Wagner et al., do not 
anticipate the present invention, either. 

The above arguments regarding claim 3 are also applicable to claim 20. 



PAGE 1 5/1 9 4 RCVD AT 10/5/2006 1 1 :09:42 AM [Eastern Daylight Time) * SVfcUSPTO-EFXRF-6/34 * DfflS:2738300 1 CSID: * DURATION (mm-ss):05-20 



20 FEB 1900 22=05 SID 16/19 

Kaptelinin Amendment F Page 16 of 19 

Applicant would also like to note that claims 3 and 20 specifically deal with 
cases of adjacent scrolling. In non-adjacent scrolling (e.g., Simonson, 9:3-13) there 
is no overlap between successive views, and no clues can be displayed according to 
former claims 1 and 19 of the present invention. So, claims 3 and 20 do not add any 
value in case of non-adjacent scrolling. 

The feature provided by the present invention is not only novel, unobvious, 
and useful, it is also significant. 

Why is there an overlap from the previous view in scrolling in the first place? 
There is no overlap between pages of a regular book, and there is no obvious need 
for that. Technically, it is not a problem to implement scrolling without any overlap, 
as witnessed by some old computer systems. 

However, people do need an overlap when scrolling. When reading a book the 
reader physically moves from page to page and this arrangement supports the 
continuity of the text. People seldom unintentionally skip pages when leafing through 
a book. But when scrolling a computer window a person can accidentally press a 
button or a key several times and carry out a succession of scrolling movements, and 
unintentionally skip a part of a document When the user sees an overlapping 
fragment of the document after scrolling the user realizes that he or she is going to 
continue reading from exactly the same place where they "left" the document before 
scrolling, and no parts are missing. 

The differentiating visual clues disclosed in the present invention and some 
related art help the user. In cases when the user does not make a mistake and 
scrolls only once, without skipping any parts of the document, the clues help to see 
immediately that nothing goes wrong (and they direct user's attention to new 
information). 

But what if the user DOES make a mistake and skips a part of document by 
unwittingly issuing a sequence of scroll commands? The present invention is the only 
art that really helps the user see that there is a problem: by displaying no 
differentiating clues it indicates that a part of the document can be skipped. Other 
related art seem to display differentiating clues even when the user does make the 
above mistake, which somewhat undermines the whole idea of differentiating clues. 
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Therefore, the novel feature of the present invention is critically important for 
the visual clues for scrolling to work properly. 

A response to claim rejections of dependent claims 

In the sections above applicant provides responses to claim rejections of 
independent claims (claims 3 and 20). The present section provides detailed 
responses to claim rejections of other dependent claims (OA of 7/5A56, pages 2-5). 
Before proceeding to detailed responses, applicant submits that revised dependent 
claims incorporate all the subject matter of claims 3, and 20, and add additional 
subject matter, which makes them a fortiori and independently patentable over 
Simonson, 

a. As for claims 1,19 (pp. 3-4), Claims 1 and 19 are cancelled. 

b. As for claims 3, 20, 27 (p. 4). Applicant provided arguments against rejecting 
these claims in the previous section. 

c. As for claim 4 (p. 4). Claim 4 is cancelled. 

d. As for claims 5-6 (p. 4). Applicant submits that dependent claims 5 and 6 
incorporate all the subject matter of claim 3 and add additional subject matter, which 
makes them patentable over prior art. 

e- As for claim 7 (p. 4). Claim 7 is cancelled. 

f. As for claim 11 (p. 4). Claim 1 1 is cancelled. 

g. As for claim 14 (p. 4). Simonson does not teach an effective area that can be 
defined as an area within a window (cf. 9:35-41). Therefore, claim 14 that 
incorporates all the subject matter of claim 3 and adds additional subject matter, is 
novel and patentable over prior art. 



PAGE 17/19 * RCVD AT 10/5/2006 11:09:42 AM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVfcUSPTO-EFXRF-6/34 * DMS:2738300 * CSID: * DURATION (mm-ss):05.20 



20 FEB ' 1900 22:05 

Kaptelinin 



Amendment F 



SID 18/19 

Page 18 of 19 



h. As for claims 15 (p. 4). Applicant submits that dependent claim 15 incorporates 
all the subject matter of claims 3, and 1 4 and adds additional subject matter, which 
makes it patentable over prior art. In particular, window navigation methods, 
techniques, and widgets, described by Simonson (2:42-3:42) do not teach using a 
screen pointer to set coordinates of an effective area within a window. 

i. As for claims 16, 25 (p. 4). Applicant submits that dependent claim 16 
incorporates all the subject matter of claims 3, and 14 and adds additional subject 
matter, which makes it patentable over prior art. In particular, the type of artifact 
described by Simonson (8:15-32) does not teach using a screen control to set 
coordinates of an effective area within a window. Claim 25 is cancelled. 

j. As for claims 17, 26 (p. 5). Applicant submits that dependent claims 17 and 26 
incorporate all the subject matter of claims 3 and 20 and add additional subject 
matter, which makes them patentable over prior art. 

k. As for claim 18 (p. 5), Applicant submits that dependent claim 18 incorporates all 
the subject matter of claim 3 and adds additional subject matter, which makes it 
patentable over prior art. 

I. As for claim 24 (p. 5). Applicant submits that dependent claim 18 incorporates all 
the subject matter of claim 20 and adds additional subject matter, which makes it 
patentable over prior art. 

m„ As for claim 28 (p. 5). The claim refers to a special case of adjacent scrolling (as 
opposed to scrolling described in Simonson 9:3-13), which has not been specifically 
mentioned in prior art known to applicant. Also, it incorporates all the subject matter 
of claim 3 and adds additional subject matter, which makes it patentable over prior 
art. 
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Conclusion 

For all of the above reasons, applicant submits that the specification and claims are 
now in proper form, and that the claims all define patentably over the prior art. 
Therefore he submits that this application is now in condition for allowance, which 
action he respectfully solicits. 

Conditional request for constructive assistance 

Applicant has amended the specification and claims of this application so that they 

are proper, definite, and define novel structure which is also unobvious. If, for any 
reason, this application is not believed to be in full condition for allowance, applicant 
respectfully requests the constructive assistance and suggestions of the Examiner 
pursuant to MPEP § 706.03(d) and § 707.07Q) in order that the undersigned 
can place this application in allowable condition as soon as possible and 
without the need for further proceedings. 

Very respectfully, 



Viktor Kaptelinin 

Applicant Pro Se 

Mariehemsv. 13A 
906 54 Umea, Sweden 
Tel. +46-90-786 5927 
Fax +46-90-786 6550 



Certificate of mailing: I certify that on the date below I will fax this document and 
references attachments, if any, to the Patent and Trademark Office at the following 
number: (571) 273-8300 
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